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TRIBUTE TO CHIEF RALPH H.

ANDERSON

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 5, 1998

Mr. McGOVERN Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to an outstanding public servant,
Police Chief Ralph H. Anderson. Chief Ander-
son is retiring after 30 years of dedicated serv-
ice with the Rutland Police Department. I join
his family, friends and colleagues in celebrat-
ing his distinguished career.

Chief Anderson began his career as a po-
lice officer in 1968 and became Chief of Police
in 1983. Ralph Anderson’s devotion to his
community is truly impressive. During Ralph
Anderson’s tenure with the Rutland Police De-
partment, a larger and more effective police
force emerged. Under his guidance, commu-
nity programs including Neighborhood Watch
and Kindness Police programs have pros-
pered, helping to make his community safer
for all.

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure to
honor Chief Ralph H. Anderson for his strong
commitment to serve the hardworking citizens
of central Massachusetts and his genuine con-
cern for his community. I want to congratulate
and wish him the very best in his retirement.
f

A TRIBUTE TO PASQUALE ‘‘PAT’’
J. CURCIO, OF COPIAGUE, LONG
ISLAND

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 5, 1998

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join my friends and neighbors as we pay trib-
ute to Pasquale ‘‘Pat’’ J. Curcio, of Copiague,
who received an ‘‘Honorary Doctorate Degree’’
from New York Institute of Technology for his
leadership in many of Long Island’s civic,
community and educational causes.

Pat Curcio was honored because the col-
lege appreciates his seemingly endless con-
tributions of time and energy to the Long Is-
land community. Pat works tirelessly to im-
prove the quality of life of all his neighbors,
and his support, leadership and dedication
have made our community a better place.

To celebrate this recognition, Pat’s friends
are establishing a scholarship fund at New
York Institute of Technology in his name. This
scholarship will help deserving students pur-
sue their dreams of a college education and a
career in communications, engineering, crimi-
nal justice, a political science or medicine.

Pat’s accomplished business life includes
more than 35 years experience in computer
graphics, aerospace engineering, tele-
communications and architectural design,
leading to many awards and accolades. He re-
ceived the ‘‘1st Shuttle Flight Achievement
Award’’ and the ‘‘Creative Development of
Technology Award’’ from NASA and the ‘‘Rec-
ognition of Achievement Award’’ for his work
on the Orbital Flight of the Space Shuttle.

A natural leader, Pat serves as Vice Chair-
man for the New York State Conservative
Party, and Chairman of the Suffolk County
and Babylon Town Conservative Parties. For

25 years, Pat served the Babylon Town Zon-
ing Board of Appeals, and has been recog-
nized for his exceptional public service by
every major political party, organization and
club in New York State, Nassau and Suffolk
Counties.

Yet, Pat is most proud of his work on behalf
of fellow Long Islander Corporal Anthony
Casamento in his battle against bureaucratic
red tape so that he could receive the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor for his heroic actions at
Guadalcanal. Pat spearheaded a grassroots
organization that for two and a half years
worked to bring recognition to Corporal
Casamento’s heroism. President Jimmy Carter
presented Corporal Casamento with the Medal
of Honor in a White House, Rose Garden
ceremony.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues in the
House of Representatives to join me in honor-
ing Pat Curcio and to recognize his commit-
ment to promoting and protecting the quality of
life for all of Long Island, for his family and his
community. We are truly blessed to count him
as our friend and neighbor.
f

HONORING LIEUTENANT COLONEL
GARY C. POWELL

HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM
OF TEXAS
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Friday, June 5, 1998

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize Lieutenant Colonel Gary C. Pow-
ell upon his retirement from the United States
Army after serving our great nation for over 20
exemplary years. For the past three years
Lieutenant Colonel Powell has served as the
Congressional Affairs Contact Officer for the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Head-
quarters Department of the Army. In this posi-
tion he has established a solid reputation
among his peers and superiors alike. He
serves as the principal advisor to the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Personnel on all matters re-
lating to congressional activities.

Lieutenant Colonel Powell was born in
Rotan, Texas on September 25, 1953. Upon
completion of the Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps curriculum and the educational course
of study at Hardin Simmons University in
1977, he was commissioned a second lieuten-
ant of Infantry and awarded a BS degree in
Social Work. He also holds a Master of Arts
degree in Human Resource Development from
Webster University. His military education in-
cludes completion of the Infantry Officer Basic
and Advanced Courses, the Combined Arms
Staff Course, and the United States Army
Command and General Staff College.

His initial assignment was at Fort Campbell,
Kentucky with the 101st Airborne Division.
There he served as a rifle platoon leader, anti-
tank platoon leader, and company executive
officer, 1st Battalion, 503d Infantry, 3d Bri-
gade, 101st Airborne Division. In January
1980, he was assigned to the United States
Army Ranger Department as a Ranger In-
structor in the Florida Ranger Camp. He at-
tended the Infantry Officer Advance Course in
October 1982. After graduating in 1983, he
was assigned as a Test Officer with the United
States Airborne and Special Operations Test
Board at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. In No-
vember 1984 he was assigned as an assistant

operations officer with 3d Brigade, 82d Air-
borne Division. In May 1985 he assumed com-
mand of A Company, 1st Battalion, 505th
Parachute Infantry Regiment, and again as-
suming command in June 1986 of Head-
quarters Company, 505th Parachute Infantry
Regiment, 82d Airborne Division. In June 1987
he was assigned as a combat arms assign-
ment officer in the Office of the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Personnel, XVIII Airborne Corps.
He served in this capacity until his selection
and assignment in July 1988 as the com-
mander of the Joint Security Force Company,
United Nations Command Security Force,
Panmunjom, and Republic of Korea. After
completion of his command, he was assigned
as an operations officer in the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Oper-
ations, III Corps and Fort Hood, Texas. He left
Fort Hood in June 1991 to attend the Com-
mand and General Staff College at Fort Leav-
enworth, Kansas. After graduating in 1992, he
was assigned as the Operations Officer for the
2d Battalion, 505th Parachute Infantry Regi-
ment, 82d Airborne Division, at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina. Following his tour, he was se-
lected to become the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Force Integration for the 82d Airborne Divi-
sion. In June 1994, he was assigned to Head-
quarters, Department of the Army, Office of
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, in
Washington, DC. He served as a Personnel
Systems Staff Officer until his selection in Oc-
tober 1995 to become the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Personnel, Congressional Affairs
Contact Officer.

Lieutenant Colonel Powell’s military decora-
tions include the Meritorious Service Medal
with three oak leaf clusters, the Army Com-
mendation Medal with six oak leaf clusters,
the Army Achievement Medal, the Army Supe-
rior Unit Award, the National Defense Service
Medal, the Armed Forces Reserve Medal, the
Expert Infantryman Badge, the Master Para-
chutist Badge, the Ranger Tab, the Air Assault
Badge, the Australian Parachute Badge, and
the Army Staff Identification Badge. He has
served with great distinction and has earned
our respect and gratitude for his many years
of unselfish service to our nation’s defense.

It is with great pride that I congratulate Gary
upon his retirement and wish he and his wife,
Tonie, all the best as they move on to face
new challenges and rewards in the next excit-
ing chapter of their lives.
f

KEEP THE GOVERNMENT OUT OF
THE SOFTWARE INDUSTRY

HON. TOM DeLAY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 5, 1998

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, until recently, the
computer services industry, an engine of eco-
nomic growth and job creation in the United
States, has remained unbridled by the govern-
ment. But that all changed when the Clinton
Justice Department decided that Microsoft—a
company whose innovations have made the
personal computer the modern personal pro-
ductivity tool—that Microsoft is harmful to the
U.S. economy and must therefore be regu-
lated.

The computer software industry has doubled
its number of employees in the last eight
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years. It is growing at 21⁄2 times the rate of the
U.S. economy. And it consistently delivers
consumers more innovative products at lower
prices. But despite these facts, the U.S. De-
partment of Justice insists that the industry is
not competitive. Instead, the DOJ suggests
that Microsoft, a company at the center of all
that job creation and economic growth, should
be regulated. That’s right. The problem with
the computer services industry, insists the
Clinton Justice department, is that the govern-
ment needs to be more involved. Isn’t this the
president who told us the era of big govern-
ment is over? When government starts defin-
ing for our nation’s fastest growing industry
which innovations will be legal, which will be
illegal, what can be given away for free and
what cannot—well, I say that that is the defini-
tion of big government.

Mr. Speaker, every industry the government
has ever tried to manage has suffered be-
cause of it. The free market works. And I defy
any member to name just one industry—just
one—that has generated as much economic
growth and good-paying jobs as the computer
services industry has, that was improved when
government lawyers decided to regulate it.

Apparently the American people understand
this better than the Justice Department. They
understand that the way to ensure competition
is to let consumers and the market decide, not
government regulators. They understand that
Microsoft is an agent of economic growth, not
an obstacle to it. And the American people un-
derstand that Microsoft’s success has helped
establish the U.S. as the worldwide leader in
the computer and software industries.

I, for one, do not believe we should sacrifice
this world leadership on the altar of govern-
ment regulation just because the Clinton Jus-
tice Department thinks consumers are incapa-
ble of making intelligent market choices.

Computers and software are big markets,
and each new technological innovation opens
up vast economic opportunities for the compa-
nies that have the wisdom and creativity to
take advantage of them. The market does not
guarantee equal outcomes, and the govern-
ment should not come to the aid of busi-
nesses that didn’t make smart choices.

The Department of Justice should take that
to heart. And the software companies support-
ing the DOJ’s suit against Microsoft should
consider the chilling prospect that tomorrow it
could very well be they who the government
next decides to regulate.

The bottom line is that most software com-
panies would gladly trade places with Micro-
soft. It’s a great company that has been inno-
vative, improved its products, been aggres-
sive, and reaped the rewards of market suc-
cess. The place for companies to compete
with Microsoft, however, is in the marketplace,
where consumers will let the competitors know
whose products they like and what innovations
they want to see.

But for the government to choose sides in a
highly competitive industry is not only unfair,
it’s not necessary. If Microsoft is to fail, it
should be because it failed to innovate, not
because its innovations were outlawed by the
Clinton Justice Department.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
1999

SPEECH OF

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 4, 1998

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.Con. Res. 284) revis-
ing the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 1998, es-
tablishing the congressional budget for the
United States government for fiscal year
1999, and setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and
2003:

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I voted
against the rule for consideration of the House
budget resolution yesterday and I will vote
against the resolution itself when it is consid-
ered later today.

I voted against the rule because it did not
allow consideration of the Minge-Stenholm
budget substitute, a proposal based on the
Senate-passed budget resolution. The Senate
budget resolution closely tracks the Balanced
Budget Act passed last summer, maintaining
the discretionary caps set in last year’s budget
agreement and allowing for realistic tax cuts if
offsets are provided. I strongly believe that we
should follow the budget agreement that we
approved by a wide bipartisan vote. In so
doing, we could move quickly to approve the
appropriations bills for Fiscal Year 1999 and
avoid delaying our responsibility to pass all
thirteen funding bills before October 1.

The Budget Committee budget resolution
simply goes too far. Cutting $101 billion over
five years beyond the cuts required by last
year’s budget agreement is too extreme and
would do great harm to a number of domestic
programs. It is important to understand that all
of these additional cuts would come from non-
defense spending. Of that total, $45 billion in
additional domestic discretionary reductions
would be required and $56 billion in additional
mandatory spending reductions would be nec-
essary. The additional $101 billion in cuts
would be used for tax cuts.

Achieving that level of savings required
under last year’s budget agreement will be dif-
ficult enough—it is hard to imagine how we
would achieve an additional $101 billion in
cuts. The very fact that the bulk of these cuts
are put off until 2002 and 2003 makes it clear
that they would not only be extremely painful,
they would be nearly impossible to achieve.
We simply cannot provide a $101 billion tax
cut without requiring unrealistic and unfair re-
ductions in domestic programs.

Further, the Budget Committee’s resolution
bypasses the ‘‘PAYGO’’ rules by allowing a
portion of the tax cut to be financed by cuts
in discretionary spending. As the Concord Co-
alition has stated, ‘‘There is good reason for
this rule (PAYGO). Because discretionary pro-
grams are funded year-by-year, temporary
cuts in discretionary spending should never be
used to fund permanent tax cuts. . . The next
Congress, or the one after that, may decide to
put back the spending that was cut this year.
But who thinks they will reinstate the income
tax marriage penalty? The lost stream of reve-
nue will continue forever, but the discretionary

spending cuts could disappear after the next
election. We are concerned that if the PAYGO
rule is set aside, it will send a signal that from
now on, ‘anything goes’.’’

While I believe the Budget Committee was
correct in dropping their recommendations for
specific proposals to achieve the additional
cuts, some of the savings are required in pro-
gram areas with few options. For example, the
Committee resolution requires a $1.7 billion
reduction over five years in mandatory spend-
ing under the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, on which
I serve. Mr. Speaker, we have seen such at-
tacks on federal employee and retiree benefits
before. Because the committee’s jurisdiction is
limited to federal retirement and benefits and
the postal service, it is very difficult to identify
mandatory savings in the Balanced Budget
Act. Each of the few remaining options are
painful. It is unfair to come back again and
again to federal employees and retirees who
have borne more than their fair share of deficit
reduction. In fact, the Budget Committee origi-
nally recommended limiting the annual growth
in the government’s share of FEHBP pre-
miums to the consumer price index, which
would result in cost-shifting $3.1 billion in pre-
miums onto retirees and employees. Accord-
ing to a CBO estimate prepared last year, the
added annual cost to enrollees would be $400
in 2002 and more in later years. This provision
would undo an important change in FEHBP’s
formula that I offered as an amendment to the
BBA. The formula included in the BBA is fair—
it is derived from taking a weighted average of
all the plans and setting the maximum govern-
ment contribution at 72%; it will ensure that
federal employee premiums do not rise and
the government’s share and employees’ share
will remain the same. Alternative proposals to
cut mandatory spending could be equally
harmful—we have already been through
COLA delays and increased contributions to
retirement, and it is unfair to keep going back
to the same group for increased cuts.

The Budget Committee budget resolution
has also been changed to eliminate an as-
sumed $10 billion reduction in outlays in Medi-
care by requiring instead that the savings
come from other income security programs
within the Committee on Ways and Means. In
effect, it appears that the Committee would be
forced to take almost all of this reduction from
the block grant for Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF)—breaking Congress’
agreement with the governor on welfare re-
form. Despite large caseload reductions in
many states, families who remain on TANF
experience substantial obstacles in achieving
economic self-sufficiency. This block grant is
critical to ensuring the resources are there to
assist families in their transition from welfare
to work.

The Senate budget resolution closely fol-
lows the spending cuts in last year’s budget
agreement and provides for a much smaller
tax cut. A large bipartisan majority support the
elimination of the marriage penalty as I do.
The Senate budget resolution would provide
the means to work toward that objective, while
also preserving critical domestic programs.

I urge my colleagues to vote against this
rule and this budget resolution. Let us follow
the lead of the Senate and approve a sensible
and realistic budget resolution. Last year, we
passed a strong bipartisan budget agreement;
let’s stick to it.
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